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REMARKS 

Claims 1 to 8 are now pending in the case. Claims 9 to 16 of previously pending claims 1-16 
are cancelled above. 

Applicant's claimed invention was previously rejected as obvious in view of various prior art 
cleaning and vacuuming devices. While, admittedly, each of the cited devices have similar objectives 
and share various elements of operation, they also are quite distinct in their essential design and 
operation. They are sufficiently distinct that the combinations suggested by the Examiner are not 
logical nor practical nor suggested by the art because the modifications alter the intended operation or 
function of the devices. 

In order to find and cite all of the elements recited in Applicant's claims, the Examiner has 
combined individual elements of several prior devices without any motivation other than the general 
benefit of the individual element. Under the law, Applicant's invention must be considered as a 
whole. The issue is not whether the individual differences are obvious, but whether the claimed 
invention, as a whole, would have been obvious. MPEP 2141.02 (I) In rejecting Claim 1, elements 
of four different references were combined, with an independent motivation stated for the addition of 
each element. Each missing element is discussed separately. Nowhere does the Examiner state tfyat 
the entire combination of all of the elements - the claimed invention - would have been obvious. 
This is not a proper prima facie showing of obviousness, and the motivations provided as the basis for 
combining the individual elements of the references are improper and irrelevant to the issue of 
patentability. 

Claim 1 is amended above to more clearly point out the distinctions of Applicant's invention. 
Unlike the Peterson disclosure, Applicant's claimed invention includes a liquid-proof pan outside a 
housing and a receiver disposed within the pan (also outside). This configuration is necessary to 
enable the important operation of easily removing the receiver for emptying. 

The '395 patent was cited as disclosing a pan missing in Peterson. However, a pan as 
configured and claimed by Applicant is inoperable with the Peterson device as the Peterson housing 
encloses most all of the functional elements of the device, particularly the reservoir. A pan outside 
the Peterson housing would impermissibly change the essential operation and function disclosed by 
Peterson. Further, the pan of Claim 1 is amended to emphasize its function and distinguish the '395 
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which does not address control and retention of liquid on the disclosed pan. Incidently, the element 
of the battery charger is amended from claim 1 and added to claim 2. The issue of patentability of the 
invention as claimed does not rest on the inclusion of this element. 

Because no proper motivation was provided to combine the prior art and hence no prima facie 
showing of obviousness has been established, and because no motivation exists for combining the 
cited references, and because the cited references cannot be properly combined to arrive at 
Applicant's invention as claimed, rejection is improper. 

For the above reasons all pending claims are believed in condition for allowance and 
consideration and further prosecution to allowance is requested. 


Sven W. Hanson Date 
Reg. No. 36,546 
PO Box 357429 
Gainesville, Fl. 32635-7429 
(352)375-0082 
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Respectfully, 
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